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SUBJECT: Detailed Project Report, Hampton Harbor,
New Hampshire

TOs Chief of Engineers
ATTN: ENGCW=-FD
Washington 25, D. C.

1. The advance draft of the subject report is resubmitied
herewith for review and comment. The report, first submitted in
Ncvamber 1962, was prepared in accordance with EM 1165-2-107. It

_ has been reconsidered and revised in accordance with comments

- contained in lst Indorsement from the Chief of Engineers, dated
31 January 1963 to New England Division letter, subject: "Detailed
Project Report, Hampton Harbor, New Hampshire®, dated 9 November 1962,

2. A report of the U, 3. Fish and Wildlife Serviece concerning
benefits expected to accrue to recreational interests as a result
of sport fishing from the proposed jetties, has been included in
Appendix A, pages A-7 and A-8, :

3¢ Additional information relative to local action on
meeting the requirements of local cooperation, which was obbained
subsequent to the first submission of the advance draft, has been
included in Appendix B. (See pages B-l, Bu2, and B-7).

L. Because of the type and extent of the revisions required,
the report has been completely reprinted.

5. Formal comments of the State of New Hampshire will be
requested after approval of the advance draft.

1 Incl u/s/c P. C. HYZER
Detailed Project Brigadisr General, USA
Report (10 cys) Division Engineer
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ENGCW-PD (9 Nov 62) ‘1st Ind -
SUBJECT: Detailed Project Report, Hampton Harbor, New Hampshirxe

Office, Chief of Engineers, Washington 25, D. C., 31 January 1963

TC: Division Engineer, U, S. Army Englneer DlVlSlon, New England
WALTEAM, MASSACHUSEITS

1. Revxew cormments are prov;ded in the following paraoraphs. It
is requested that further comsideration be given to the points raised
by these comments and revisions made as appropriate. Subject: to such
consideration and revision the proposed report is satisfactory.

2. Reference paragraph 63 regarding placement of dredged spoil ma
teriagl. It is suggested t nat consideration be given to placing suitable
spoil from the dredging oflthe outer bar on the authorlzed beach erosion
control project north of the harbor.

3. The north jetty is not intended to be a sand-impounding struutur
{sar. 57), except that the 200-foot spur is said to be needed to retszin
a beach on the ocean side of the jetty and to prevent undercutting of
the end of the structure by flood currents (see par. 58). The need of
tiie spux for those purposes 1s not esteblished. Some aceretion along
the north side of the jetty is likely even without the spur and damage
¢f the jetty end by £lood currents can be prevenited by placement of an
adequate filter blanket beyond the toe of the structure. However, due
to the alignment of the north jetty it appears advisable to retain the
spur to provide beach that would reduce wave force acting on the structure.

4. The report should state why the SO%Ch jetty improvement would
require a crest elevation of 16 feet mlw, while the north jetty requirzs
only 12 feet mlw. ‘

5. It is believed that the raising of part of the south jetty o
construction of a spur from that jetty to shore can be expected to reduce
lossas of sand into the inlet during revarsals in direction of littoral
drift, and thus to cause minor zceretion to Seabrook Beach for a short
distance south of jetty. Iun a report on Salisbury Beach, Massachusetts
{located immediately south of Sezbrook Beach), the Beach Erosion Board
indicated that in case navigation iwmprovements are constructed at Hampton
Harbor entrance, provision should be made for continuation of a supply of
beach material to Seabrock and Salisbury Beaches. As the north jetty
extension is relatively short {(ending approximately at the MLW line) its
offect in reducing supply to beaches south of the inlet is not expected
to be important, as its iwpoundment capacity should be exhausted relatively
soon after comstruction., However, it would be de31rable to observe fea-
brook Beach to determine whether raduction in supply lS causing recession
of the shore or deespening of the nzarshore bottom so that the necessary
supply can be provided before damaging shore recession occurs. Local
interests should be required to provide such nourishment as may be needed

to offset a possible reduction in supply because of'the inlet improvement. !
- . . !
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INGCW-PD (9 Nov 62) . lst Ind 31 January 1963
SUBJECT: Detailed Project Report, Hampton Harbor, New Hampshire

6. A requirement given for local interests (par. 90d) is maintenance
of at least 22 acres of anchorage and access channels 6 feet deep in the
harbor without cost to the United States because it is expected that these '
areas will be dredged to obtain nourishment material for the authorized
beach crosion control project at Hampton Beach with or without the navigation
improvement. However, the 1962 River & Harbor Act authorized modificatlon
of the Hawpton Beach project to provide for Federal participation in the cost
of nourishment of Hamptom Beach for a period of 10 years. Thus the requiré-
ment of maintenance without cost to the United States appears inconsistent with
the authorized Federal contribution toward the cost of obtaining beach material
£or nourishing Hampton Beach. The requirement could be reworded to except the
Federal share of costs involved in procuring sand for nourishment of Hampton
Beach in accordance with the authorized project therefor.

7. With the prospect of such a small return to the commercial fishery,
it appears questionable that additional lobster boats would be attracted to
Hampton KHavbow, if improved. The total annual benefitg to the lobster fishery,
estimated at $4,600, do not appear sufficient to attract 2 new full-times, 2
transfer full~time, and 1 new part-tims boats, particularly when considering
that the $4,600 would have to be shared with the existing fleet. It is balieved
that the $2,200 benefit claimed in paragraphs 73 and 74 is not properily
creditable to the project. The assumption that the real walue of lobsters will
inerease and thus encourage fishing beyond present limits may or may not be
correct, However, improvement of Hampton Harbor would have no relation to such
additional cateh..

_ 8. It is not clear from paragraph 70 whether consideration has besen given
to the present catch of the 2 transferred boats. The only credicable benefit
would be the incremental catch.

9. Application of the same cost of operation to existing and new boats
does not appear appropriate. The additional catch by existing boats, made possi~- -
ble by the elimination of tidal delay, would be an expansion of an existing
operation. These fishermen would be extending their productive time in existing -
vessels; the only additional costs would be operating costs. These items include
fuel and possibly ‘extra traps, line, and bait. The new boats, which apparently.
would not enter the fishery without the improvement, would involve full annual
costs including return on investment, depreciation, and boat and gear maintenance. |
Also, the 50~ and 60~percent operating cost apparently does not include an :
allowance for the fisherman's labor.

10, With reduced benefits to commercial fishing, project jﬁstification
appears marginal unless there are other benefits which have not been discussed,
such as beach erosion or recreation fishing from jetties. . . .



ENGCH=PD (9 Yov 62) lst Ind _ 31 January 1963
SUBJZCT: Doteailed Project Report, Usmpton Harbor, New Hampehire

11. IZ the 8 new recreational boats do not appear within the first
fouw years aiter project completion, thelr benefits should be diacounted to
present worii, using an interest rate of 2-7/G percent as currently pres-

cribad,

12. It is suyrested that the requiresents of locsl cooperation {ncluda
» provision for meintenance by local interests of the exziasting jetties.

13. It is notod that sssurances have not been obtsined from local
intcrests with respect to essuming all costs over the $200,000 Federal limit
(App. B=1l, porosresh 3). Such gssursnces chould be obtained prioxr to
approval of the project, if the favorable recommendation is ratained after £
furthor study. '

14, Hon-Federal annual project costs may ba computed using aun interest
rate of 2«7/8%, the same a8 Federal costs.

FOR THE CHIRP OF ENGINCERS:

LOCKWOOD/cs
Ext 55207
Incl ROBERT €, MABSHALL
3 cys w/d Colonel, Corps of Engincers

Asgistent Director of Civil Works
for Rastern Divisions

CC: Project File w/d
¥r. Lockwood w/d
Beach Erosion Bd (Attns Mr. Rayner)
R & H Board
Engimeering Div. (Attni Mr. Lee)
Comeback Copy = Room 2330
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U. S. ARMY FNGINEFR DIVISION, NEW ENGLAND
CORPS OF ENGINEERS
L12l, Trapelo Road
Waltham, Mass,

NEDED-R 30 July 1963
DETAILED PROJECT REPORT
HAMPTCN HARBOR, NEW HAMPSHIRE
PERTINENT DATA

1, Purpose, - Improvement of the entrance channel to eliminate
tidal delays and permit increased harbor use.

». Location, - On the New Hampshire seacoast 13 miles socuth of
Portsmouth Harbor and 5 miles north of the mouth of the Merrimack
River at Newburyport, Massachusetts,

3. Existing Project. - There is no Federal navigation project
at Hampton Harbor. There is a Beach Erosion Control Project at
adjacent Hampton Beach.

- 4. Improvement Desired. - Dredging to provide a 10-foot deep
entrance channel, with inner harbor channel and anchorage areas, and
extending the existing entrance jetties to protect the harbor and
entrance,

5. Recommended Improvement. - Extending the north jetty 1,000
feet with a PO0-Toot spur at the tip, raising the outer 300 feet of
the south jetty and constructing a 180-foot spur to high ground, and
then dredging to provide a channel 8 feet deep and 150 feet wide
across the entrance bar, ‘

6., TEstimated Costs,.

Ju%% 1963
Jetties: 32,000 tons of stone @ $6,50 ,
8-foot Channel: 30,000 c.y. @ $1,50 15,000
Contingencies @ 15% 37,000
Engineering and design 10,000
Supervision and administration 25,000
Construction total (July 1963} $ 325,000
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Other Costs:
Additional Navigation Aids (Coast Guard)
TOTAL Faderal and Required Non-Federal Costs

Apportionment of First Cost:

Federals
Corps of Engineers: 59% of $325,000
Coast Guard: Additional Navigation Aids
TOTAL Tederal
Non-Federal:
Cash Contribution: 1% of $325,000

Annual Costs:

Federal: Interest and Amortization (50 yrs. at
2.875%). (.03795 x $153,000)
Maintenance: Jetties

Channel
Navigation Aids
Non-Federal: Interest and Amortization
(50 yrs. at 2.875%). (.,0379%)
X $133,000)
TOTAL

$_ 1,000
$326,000

$192,000

1,000
$193,000

$133,000

$ 7,300
1,100
900
200

$ 9,500

5,000
$ 1k,500

R 1/6l



9, Benefits lLocal (General Total

Increased Fish Catch $ 3,000 $ 3,000
Increased Recreational Boating $6,550 6,550 13,100

$6,550 $ 9,550 $16,100
fag 59% 100%

10, Benefit-Cost Ratios $16,100/1L,500 = 1,1
$40,100/1L,500 = 2,7*

# Based on project effect on navigation including benefits of $21,000
a year to sport fishing from the Jetties. ‘

11, Requirements of Local Cooperations

__a., Make cash contribution of Ll percent of construction
coet, and assume all costs in excess of $200,000 Corps of Engineers
limitation.

_ b, Furnish lands, easements, and rights-of-way including
suitably diked spoil areas needed for construction and maintenance
of the project, )

¢, Hold and save the United States free from damages which
may result from construction and maintenance of the project.

d, Maintain, without cost to the United States two public
landings with adequate acceas channels and berths 6 feet deep, open
to all on equal terms,

e, Maintain at least 22 acres of anchorage and access
channels 6 feet deep in the harbor, extending from the Route 1A
highway bridge, This maintenance to be without cost to the United
States except for any Federal share of costs involved in procuring
sand for nourishment of Hampton Beach in accordance with the auth-
orized projlect therefor,.

£, Provide such beach nourishment at Seabrook Beach as
may be needed to offset a possible reduction in supply because
of inlet improvement.

g. Maintain the existing State jettles at Hampton Inlet
without cost to the United States.

R 1/64



AUTHORITY

12, This Detalled Project Report is submitted under general
authority contained in Section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of
1960, Specific authority was provided by lst Indorsement, dated
3 August 1962, from the Chief of Engineers in reply to a letter,
dated 2l July 1962, from the Division Engineer, New England Divi-
sion, subject: "Small Navigation Project, Hampton Harbor, New
Hampshire" .

PURPOSE AND EXTENT CF STUDY

13. The study was made to determine the engineering feasibility
and economic justification of improving navigation conditions at the
entrance and inside Hampton Harbor, and to determine the need for a
Federal navigation project. A detailed hydrographic survey consisting
of soundings and probings was made in order to determine the character
and volume of materials to be dredged. Available maps, commercial
statistics, and other date pertaining to the harbor were studied. A
public hearing was held at Hampton Beach, New Hampshire on 29 November
1955 to enable local interests to present their views, Information
presented at the hearing is discussed below under "Improvement Desired",
Up-to-date information supplementing that presented at the public
hearing has also been obtained. Data on the fish cateh and use of
Hampton Harbor by recreational craft were obtained during field visits,
local, State and other Federal agencies were consulted during the
study and their views are included in this report.,

DESCRIPTION OF NAVIGATION CONDITIONS

14, Hampton Harbor is in Rockingham County about 13 miles
south of Portsmouth Harbor, New Hampshire and about 5 miles north
of Newburyport Harbor, Massachusetts. The only other harbors
nearby are Rye Harbor and Little Harbor, 8 and 12 miles north of
Hampton Harbor, The harbor is at the mouth of the Hampton River,
which flows southeastward through marsh areas,

15, Hampton Harbor is a shallow lagoon behind the barrier
beach settlements of Hampton Beach and Seabrook Beach. The harbor
is roughly rectangular, about 1.2 mile wide and 11 miles long, Mud __
flats, bare at low tide, extend over much of the harbor and the
natural channels are narrow and winding. Shallow branch channels
extend from the inlet to the north up the Hampton River, to the
west up Browns River and Mill Creek, and to the south up Blackwater
River and to the Seabrook landing. These channels drain a tidal
marsh area of about 8 square miles and a total area of about 50
square miles. '

R 1/64






16, In 1955 the State of New Hampshire, in conjunction with a
Federal beach erosion project for the restoration of Hampton Beach,
dredged the channel to°the Seabrook landing to 6 feet and dredged a
channel and several anchorage areas north of the inlet to depths of
10 to 17 feet. Sounding surveys made in 1957 for this rpport show
depths from ) to 6 feet over 7 acres, 6 to 8 feet over 12 acres,

8 to 10 feet over 8 acres and greater than 10 feet over 18 acres,
This amounts to a total of LS acres which are over L feet deep and
useful for channels and anchorage. '

17. The harbor entrance was formerly a migrating inlet, shifting
alternately to the north and to the south, Accompanying each northward
migration, Seabrook Beach grew in the direction of migration and
attached itself to White Rocks, and the south end of Hampton Beach
eroded and receded morthward, During each southward migration of
the inlet, Hampton Beach grew in the direction of migration and, in
turn, attached itself to White Rocks, shile the north end of
Seabrook Beach eroded and receded southward. An upprinted report by
the Beach Erosion Board, dated 15 July 1932, stated that the erosion
at the south end of Hampton Beach was serious and that there was
urgent need for protection., The ercosion resulted from the inlet
migration and was attributed to tidal currents at the inlet. The
Board recommended construction of 2 jetties and placement of sand
£ill to stabilize the inlet and reclaim land., A modification of the
recommended work was done by the State of New Hampshire in 193k and

1935. |

18, The inlet had natural depths of up to 20 feet with a
controlling depth of 5 feet over the entrance bar before the jetties
were built, After the jetties were constructed the inlet depths
increased slightly to a maximum of about 25 feet at the most constricted
point and to about 6 feet over the entrance bar., An entrance channel
was dredged by the State in the spring of 1956 to a controlling depth
of 8 feet at mean low water, Soundings made in 1957 show the depth
in the natural bar channel, which is somewhat to the north of the
dredged channel, is 6 feet deep for a width of 50 feet and 5 feet
deep for a width of 300 feet. This channel heads directly towards
the Inner Sunk Rocks which lie about 500 feet from the entrance
bar. The buoyed entrance channel is &t least 10 feet deep between
the Outer and Inner Sunk Rocks to the entrance bar,

19, The tides at Hampton are semidiurnal, The mean range of tide
is 8,3 feet and the spring range 9.5 feet, The highest tides are
estimated as 12 feet above and the extréme minus tide as 2.3 feet
below mean low water. A study of 17.7 years of tide records at
Portsmouth, New Hampshire, which are typical also of Hampton Harbor,



indicate that high tides rose above mean high water by 1 foot or more
107 times annually, 2 feet of more 12 times annually, by 3 feet or
more O.45 times annually, and by 3.5 feet 0.17 times annually, The
maximum storm tide height ¢f3.9 feet above mean high water was
measured at the Portsmouth Navy Yard, Maine on 30 November 19Ll.

20, Current studies made at Hampton in 1931 indicate that the
maximum flood current in the inlet is about equal to the maximum ebb
current, occurs nearly at midtide, and reaches a pesk veloclty of
about 5.6 feet per second on a tide range of 10,9 feet. Construction
of the State jetties in 193k and 1935 did not affect the currents
substantially. The gtudy further indicated that the alongshore
currents were very small, variable, but had a net southerly trend.

21, Hampton Harbor is shown on the Geological Survey quadrangle
maps, Coast and Geodetic Survey Coast Chart 1206, and on the maps
accompanying this report.

TRIBUTARY AREA

22, The three towns of Hampton, Hampton Falls, and Seabrook
abut on Hampton Harbor, There has been no navigation development on
the shores of Hampton Falls. The villages of Hampton Beach, north
of the harbor entrance, and Seabrook Beach, south of the entrance
directly abut the navigable portion of the harbor, The residents
of Hampton and Seabrook depend largely upon the expenditures of
summer recreational visitors for their income,

23, There has been a substantial increase in recreational
activity in the area in recent years., The permanent population of
Hafpton increased from 3,847 in 1950 to 5,379 in 1960. At Seabrook
the increase was from 1,788 to 2,209, However, the summer population
is estimated at 5,000 for Seabrook with 50,000 at Hampton on week
days. There are 85,000 to 100,000 people in Hampton on week-ends.

2li, The area is served by good roads with U, S. Route 1A
crossing the harbor inlet and U, S. 1 and Interstate 95 passing 2
miles west of the harbor. The Boston and Maine Railroad crosses
the tidal marsh area about 1-1/2 miles west of the harbor,

ERIDGES
'25. The entrance to Hampton Harbor is crossed by highway route

1A between Seabrook Beach and Hampton Beach, The bridge is about
1,300 feet long with a single leaf bascule opening having &






norizontal clearance of 42,7 feet and closed vertical clearance cf
18.8 feet at mean high water. This bridge was constructed in 1549
by the State of New Hampshire,

06, State Route 33 crosses the Blackwater River about 2 miles
gouth of the harbor entrance on a fixed bridge., This bridge has a
horizontal clearance of 20 feet and verticel clearance of L feet at
mean high water. The Boston and Maine Railroad crosses Mill Creek,
Browns River, and Hampton Falls River about 2 miles west of the Har-
bor entrance on small bridges which are not navigable, Two railroad
bridges over a small creek and the Taylor River have clearances for
skiffs, '

PRIOR REPORTS

27, There have been three previous reports on Hampton River and
Harbor, all of preliminary examination scope. The first, published
in the Annual Report of the Chief of Engineers, 1889, was unfavorable
to improving the river to Hampton Village. The second report, pub-
1ished in House Document No. 247, 58th Congress, 2nd Session, 1503,
was unfavorable also to improvement of the river, An unpublished
report, submitted in 1930, was unfavorable to a plan for stabilizing
the river mouth and protecting the beaches against erosion, The
fourth report, dated 23 March 1956, considered navigation improve-
ments at both Rye Harbor and Hampton River and Harbor, New Hampshire.
The report found more detailed consideration to be justified and rec-
ommended surveys of both locations to determine the extent and cost
of the improvement warranted.

28, It is pertinent to this report that gince the 1930 unpub-
lished preliminary examinatlon report on Hampton River and Harbor,
four studies of beach erosion problems at Hampton have been made by
the Corps of Engineers in cooperation with the State of New Hampshire.
The Pirst of these, prepared by the Beach Erosion Board 15 July 1932,
found that serious erosion at the south end of Hampton Beach resulted
from migration of the Harbor inlet and was probably attributable to
tidal currents, Need for protection was found to be urgent. Stabili-
zation of the harbor inlet by jetty construction and placement of sand
£i11 on the beach were recommended.

29, A second report, dated 15 April 1942, found dikes and
jetties constructed in accordance with earlier recommendations to
be successful in stebilizing the harbor inlet and in protecting the
southern end of the beach, but reported serlous serosion and storm
damage at Hampton Beach in the vicinity of the busineas center, and
jmmediately south thereof. It further reported a general trend
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of accretion in all areas except the backshore areas adjagent

to the business center, extensive shoaling of the harber in the
peried from 1935 to 19&2, and no need for protective works at
Seabrook Beach, The report recommended a protected seawall along
the business center of the beach with spur groins extending
seaward of the wall, A third report, dated 1l August 1953, and
published in House Document No. 325, 83rd Congress, 2nd Session,
recommended the adoption of a project for placement of sand fill
on Hampton Beach, with Federal contribution of onewthird of the
firet cost,

30, The most recent report, submitted 25 August 1960, found
that further beach erosion measures were needed at Hampton Beach,
It recommended modification of the Federal project to provide for
construction of a grein and Federal participation in periodic
beach nourishment at the north end of Hampton Beach, This report
also developed a plan of improvement for consideration of loecal
interests at the north end of Seabrook Beach, The report indicated
that the private property along the beach would be protected by
widening the north end of the beach by placement of sand f1l1 and
enlargement and extension of the south Jetty at the Hampton Harbor
entrance to retain the f£ill, The estimated first cost of this
work was $365,000 (August 1960),

3ls The 1960 report noted also that if erosion along the
south bank of the inlet reaches the point that protection is needed
the top of the south jetty could be raised to +12 as recommended in
the 1932 report. Another erocsion problem along the Hampton shore
immediately west and north of the highway bridge would be solved by
construction of a stesl bulkhead as proposed by the State Highway
Department or by riprap revetment similar to the existing north jetty,

EXISTING CORPS OF ENGINEFRS PROJECT

32, There 13 no existing Federal project for navigation at
Hampton Harbor; however, a Beach Erosion project for the improvement
of Hampton Beach was adopted on 3 September 195L, This project
provided for Federal participation in the amount of one~third of
the first cost of widening to a general width of 150 feet by direct
placement of sand fill approximately 5,200 feet of beach adjacent
to and extending northward from Haverhill Street, with an added
widening along 1,250 feet of the northern end of the fill area,

This project was completed by the State of New Hampshire in

December of 1955 using sand dredged from Hampton Harbor, Modification
of this project to provide for Federel participation in the cost of

a groin and beach maintenance was recommended in the August 1960
report, This project modification was authorized by the River and
Harbor Act of 23 October 1962, In addition, Section 103 of this



Act, (Public Law 87-87L) increased the limit of Federal
participation from one-third to one-half of the cost of
construction,

LOCAL COOPERATION ON EXISTING PROJECT

33¢ In accordance with the provisions of Public Law 727, approved
by Congress in 1946, Federal participation in the original beach
erosion project for Hampton Beach was limited to one~third the first
cost of construction. Local interests agreed: to assure maintenance
of the protective and improvement measure during its useful life;
provide all necessary lamds, easements, and right-of-way; hold and
save the United States free from all claims for damages; assure that
water pollution endangering the health of bathers will not be
permitted; assure continued public ownership of the shore and
administration for public use only; submit plans for the work to
the Chief of Enginears for approveal. All of these conditions were
met by the State of New Hampshire, It is to be noted that specified
maintenance requiremsnts for the project include the artificial
placement of an estimated 22,700 cubic yards of sand on Hampton
Boach annually, The 25 August 1960 Beach Brosion Report increased
this estimate to LO,000 cubic yards per year. The harbor is a
logical source of this sand,

OTHER IMPROVEMENTS

34, The State of New Hampshire has expended substantial sums
in improvempnt to Hampton Harbor as well as in the improvement of
Hampton Beach, In 1935, following generally the recommendations of
the report of the Beach Erosion Board in 1932, the State of
New Hampshire constructed stone jetties and dikes to stabilize
the entrance of Hampton Harbor, dredged certain areas in the
harbor using the sand so removed to rebuild the beach on the
northerly side of the imlet as a State Park; and erected a pile
and timber pier with a rurnway and float landing on the north bank of
the river & short distance above the Route 1A highway bridge. In
1541, the State further dredged a channel 2,700 feet long, 75 feet
wide, and 6 feet deep at mean low water. This channel is located
500 feet west of and parallel to the south approach of the highway
bridge and leads to the State boat landing, constructed on the
Seabrook side of the haebor two years later. In 1955, the State
of New Hampshire, partially in connection with providing sand £ill
in accordance with the Federal Beach Erosion Project for Hampton
Beach, dredged the Seabrook channel to a depth of 7 feet for a
width of 75 feet, and two anchorage areas in the harbor and river
to depths of 7 feet or more. In addition, the State dredged the
entrance channel to a depth of 8 feet for a width of 100 feet in



the spring of 1956, A total of over 500,000 cubic yards of
material was removed,

35. State expenditures in these navigation improvements to
Hampton Harbor are estimated to exceed $800,000, 1In addition, the
State is estimated to have expended over $1,500,000 in the
improvement of Hampton Beach by the construction of sea walls,
revetment, and promenades, exclusive of an extensive program of
highway improvements directly affecting the harbor and beach
area, making them easily accessible and highly desirable recrea-
tional sites. Additional funds were expended on reconstruction
of the Hampton landing in 1958. A new beach facility, the
"Hampton Beach Sea Shell", was dedicated on 23 June 1963,

36. 1In 1959 the State authorized redevelopment of the
marshland in Hampton adjacent to the harbor. Plans Have been
prepared by the Haﬂﬁton Municipal Development Authority for
future development which would provide waterfront commercial,
residential, highway, and park development over most of the marsh
east of thg railroad. As & first stage, plans are complete
for 318 acres west of Hampton Beach, By hydraulic dredging and
land fill it is proposed to create 126 acres of waterways and
lagoons 6 or more feet deep, 139 acres of residential lots, and
53 acres for commercial street and other public use, After
approval of the plan by the Town, the Authority will borrow the
estimated $2,000,000 needed for construction. Bscause planning
will require at least one year more and construction four years,
this development is not anticipated before 1968,

TERMINAL AND TRANSFER FACILITIES

37. There are 6 piers in Hampton Harbor, The State of
New Hampshire maintains two pile and timber piers, one in
Hampton about 1,500 feet north of the entrance and one in
Seabrook one-half mile south of the entrance. The Hampton
pler has a 6-foot walkway to a float that has depths of L to 6
feet alongside. The Seabrook pier has no float and a water
depth of about 3 feet at the outer end. Both landings are open
to the public.

38. The Smith and Gilmore Pier, 200 faet northwest of the
Hampton public landing, is a timber pier and float with berth depths
of 3 to 6 feet. This pier is used by charter fishing party boats
and a lobster dealer. Fuel and water are available,
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39. The Hampton Beach Marina, recently constructed about
2,000 feat north of the harbor entrance, has berths for 60 boats
in 6 feet of water, a launching ramp, and a 20~ton travel lift
which can handle boats up to 55 feet long, Facilities includs
shops for engine and hull repairs and sale of fuel, water and
supplies. .

LO. There are iwo private docks operated by lobster
fishermen east of the Seabrook public landing. There is an
outboard launching ramp on the Hampton River about 2 miles north
of the harbor entrance.

IMPROVEMENT DESIRED

4l. A public hearing was held at Hampton Beach, New Hampshire
on 29 November 1955. The New Hampshire Department of Public Works
and Highways, the New Hampshire Forestry and Recreation Division,
the New Hampshire Seacoast Hegional Development Association, .and
the New Hampshire Marine Fisheries Association, yachting interests,
the Town governments of Hampton and Rye, and interested individual
commercial fishing interests and owners of recreational craft spoke
in favor of improvements., They requested dredging at the Harbor
entranca and within the harbor to provide harbor channels and
anchorage areas of 10-foot depth. They further expressed a
desire for heightening and extending the existing Jetties in order
to afford greater protection within the entrance channel and in
the harbor proper, : :

L2, A representative of the New Hampshire Foresty and
Recreation Commission expressed the State's concern for the
inadequate facilities which the harbor provided for the increasing
number of commercial and recreational boatmen in the area. The
fact that harbor improvements had not kept pace with the rapid
increase in highway, hotel, and other recreational facilities
was cited. ILobstermen, owners of party-fishing boats, and of
small boat rental services cited their concern for the substantial
number of days .when in spite of fair weather, conditions over the
entrance bar made it unsafe for small boat navigation., They
further cited extensive delays suffered by party boats. Recreational
craft interests cited the extreme limitations which natural
conditiens in the river and harbor place upon the use of such boats.
It was observed that craft normally anchored in the river are
prevented from going down the river into the harbor by sand bars
in the river. It was further observed that bars and sand deposits
in much of the river and harbor (prior to the 1955 State dredging
for beach fill) deprived many boat owners of substantial



percentage of their potential boat use.

L3. Local and State interests have been consulted a number
of times since the hearing and have reiterated their desire for
entrance channel and anchorage improvements., The New Hampshire
Port Authority held a public hearing 9 October 1958 to determine
local attitudes on the plan of improvement considered in this
report.,

COMMERCE AND VESSEL TRAFFIC

Lie The only commercial use of the harbor is by 1L full-time
and 27 part-time lobster boats that land about 170,000 pounds of
lobster annually. This catch, at $0.L45 per pound, is worth about
$77,000 to the fishermen, These boats are estimated to mske about
7,300 vessel trips annually. Additional trips would be possible
if the entrance channel is improved. Local interests anticipate
that the lobster fleet would be expanded by transfer and purchase
of new boats but this is questionabls in view of the estimate by
the U. 8. Fish and Wildlife Service that the improvement would only
result in & 5 percent increase in the annual catch. The expected
increase is 8,500 pounds, worth about $3,800 annuelly. The harbor
is also used by a fleet of 170 recreational craft valued at about
$,50,000, Improvemsnt of the entrance is expected to result in a
10 percent increase in the fleet.

DIFFICULTIES ATTENDING NAVIGATION

45, The shoal entrance channel and breakers make navigation
hazardous for small boats. Shoaling west of the bridge has reduced
the available anchorage.

WATER POWER AND OTHER SPECIAL SUBJECTS

Lé. This harbor and the desired improvement present no
problems pertaining to water power, flood control, pollution or
related subjects. No adverse effects on fish and wildlife are
anticipated.

PLAN OF IMPROVEMENT

L7. Local interests requested improvement of the harbor and
the entrance channel, The sounding made in July 1957 showed
ample anchorage areas west of the bridge for the existing fleet,
There were more than 35 acres over 6 feet deep at that time.
Since then there has been substantial shoaling but the reduction
in anchorage areas was partly compensated for by the construction
of the Hampton Beach Marina, Hampton Harbor has a history of
rapid shoaling. The present depths are the result of dredging
to obtain £ill for Hampton Beach.
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L8. Estimates made of the shoaling rate in the harbor indicate
that about 20,000 cubic yards per year would have to be removed to
maintain 22 acres 6 feet deep. It does not appear that prospective
navigation use by itself would justify the cobt* of maintaining
the harbor and improving the entrance. However, the harbor has been
dredged several times to provide fill for Hampton Beach, and the
beach fill requirements are estimated to be about 40,000 cubic yards
per year, (After construction of the groin redommended in the
25 August 1960 Beach Erosion Report). Because the river and harbor
back of the beach are the only logical and economical source of
beach fill it is considered that the harbor will be‘dredged in the
future. MAdequate navigation channels and anchorages desired by
local interests in the harbor can be maintained at no substantial
cost. when beach fill is obtained. For that reason, a Federal
improvement inside the harbor is not congidered necessary.

49, Improvement of the entrance channel is a different matter,
The natural depth over the entrance bar eppears to be about L to’6
feet, about 3,500 feet from the bridge. The outer edge of the bar
extends out 1,300 feet to the Inner Sunk- Rocks, a groups of
ledges exposed at low tide, The buoyed entrance channel crosses the
bar, turns sharply northward on the shore side of the Imner Sunk'
Rocks, then turns eastward to sea between the Inner Sunk Rocks
and Outer Sunk Rocks. Instead of being semicircular, the entrance
bar is approximately triangular, probably because of wave diffraction
around the Inner Sunk Rocks.

60, Dredging was considered to improve the channel across the
entrance bar, but a comparison of soundings 1.5 years after the
State dredged ah 8-foot channel, showed annual shoaling of almost
6 feet and about 50,000 cubic yards. It is probable that this
rate would have been smaller had the State channel coincided with
the natural channel, but even then redredging would be needed
every year. Consideration was therefore given to jetty extensions
which might increase the natural bar channel depth.

51, Beach erosion studies indicate a southward drift of sand
along Hampton Beach toward the inlet, with beach losses of about
40,000 cubic yards annually. There igs also a much smaller net
drift northward along Seabrook Bsach for a short distance south of
the inlet. The 12-foot-depth contour lies, 2,200 feet northeast of
Town Rocks but only 700 feet southeast of White Rocks. Batween ’
the jetties the natural channel is over 8 feet deep for a width
of LOO feet. That depth extends for a distance of about 1,500
feat from the narrowest point in the entrance, off Gun Rocke

13



52+ A jetty to impound most of the drift southward toward
the inlet would have to be at least 1,600 feet long and extend in an
easterly direction. A jetty of this size would impound about 1,300,000
cubic yards, which would be enough to contain the Hampton Beach
losses for 33 years. As part of this material nourished Seabrook
Beach, it is possible that such a Jetty would cause erosion south
of the inlet., It would reduce shoaling inside Hampton Harbor, which
was about 32,000 cubic yards per year betwsen 1935 and 1954 and 49,000
cublc yards per year between 1955 and 1957. However there is
substantial doubt that such a Jetty extension would improve the
bar channel, because of the widely flared opening between the
Jetties which would permit the bar channel to migrate, and because of
the amount of sand between the Jetties and the offshore rocks where
it can be moved by currents and waves., In addition, the annual
cost of the jetty extension would .be greater than the annual benefits
resulting from an improved entrancs channel,,

53. Constriction of the inlet would tend to deepen the bar
channel, limit its migration and reduce the volume of sand that goes
into the harbor, If the channel remained in its present location
it would move the outer bar seaward until it joins the Inner Sunk
Rocks. A jetty from the south side of the inlet might shift the
bar channel northward but would trap sand moving south from
Hampton Beach. A4 jetty from the north side of the inlet toward
the south edge of the Inner Sunk Rocks would shift the channel
southward, which is the shortest distance to deep water, and
direct sand from Hampton Beach into the area behind the Rocks.

She Extending the north Jetty 1,000 feet to the southeast
to a point 1,000 feet from White Rocks, would.extend the present
naturally deep channel. Since the 8-foot contour now extends
1,500 fest seaward from the 1,000-foot wide inlet section off
Gun Rocks, with an expanding inlet opening, it is considered
the 8-foot depth contour would be at least 1,500 feet seaward
from the new inlet opening., Tha present entrance bar is about
1,200 feet wide between the inside and outside 8-foot contours
at this point, with offshore depths of over 24 feet within 1,700
feet of.the center of the new inlet., It is therefore considered
that such a jetty would maintain a bar channel 8 feet deep,.

55. A wider inlet opening would be less effective. 4
narrowsr inlet might be more effective but might reduce the inlet
flow and increase shoaling in the inlet. The additional length
of the 1,000-foot wide inlet is not expected to change the inlet
current velocities or volume significantly,



56, Such a jetty is not expected to reduce the volume of sand
moving into the harbor through the inlet very much, although part
of the sand moving south toward the inlet 1s expected to build
up the beach on the outside of the jetty, and shoal the area from
the jetty to the Inner Sunk Rocks, This jetty and the deeper bar
channel is not expected to significantly reduce the volume of
material bypassing the inlet and nourishing Seabrook Beach to the
south.

57. In view of the above a north jetty has been designed
to reduce-the inlet width to 1,000 feet and move it to the
south., A top elevation of 8 feet above mean low water (approximately
mean high water) at the outer end would be adequate to control
the inlet, but the inner end should be at an elevation 12 feet
above mean low water, the height of the existing north jetty.
While the north jetty is not intended to be a sand-impounding
structure, it is likely that some accretion will occur along the
north side of the jetty. However, becsuse of the jetity alignment,
it is considered that a 200-foot spur normal to the Jetty axis
at its outer end is necessary to provide and retain a beach behind
the jetty that would reduce wave force acting on the structure. A
top elevation. of 12 feet above mean low water has been selected
for the whole jetty to retain a wider beach for reduclng waves,
to permit use of the larger stone required because of wave
exposure, and to improve_the wisibility of the structure for
navigators. B

58, With an estimated water depth off the end cf the jetty
of about 11 Cfeet at high tide, waves of 8.6 feet will be able to
reach the jetty spur. Because about one-half of this wave woulcd
overtop the structure, a K delta of 3.0 was used in the Hudson-VES
formala.. The formula indicated that rough quarry stone of 3.2 tons
would be required. Therefore, the jetty spur has been designed
with a S-foot top width, and a 7-foot thick layer of 3 to L-ton
cover stone on 1.5 to 1 slope, placed to minimize large openings.
A core of 25 to 700~pound stone is required to slow the passage
of beach sand through the jetty and support the cover stone.
Recause the jetty will be backed up by the beach, only the last
50 feet will require heavy stone. The remainder of the back
slope below elevation 8 should be covered by 1/2 to 1 ton-stone,

3 feet deep on 1.5 to 1 slope, to protect the structure until the
beach fills up.

59, The chamnel side of the jetty is so protected that
2 to 3-ten cover stone 5 feet thick on a 1.5 to 1 slope, similar
to the existing jetty, will be adequate. Core stone of from
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20 to LOO pounds would be required to reduce the movement of sand
through the jetty, Because of its location, the jetty extension
will undeubtedly be used by bathers from Hampton Beach, and by
fishermen, It 1s therefore considered the top width cover stone
should be carefully placed to permit pedestrian use,

60, The south jetty was built to about half tide level and
has settled somewhat so that its top i& now about 3 feet abeve
low water, As noted in the 25 August 1960 Beach Erosien report,
sand from Seabrook Beach moves northward over the jetty inte the
harbor inlet, Because of the relatively short and steep beach
and the direction of wave approach, it is considered that a
Jjetty with a top elevation of 12 feet would allow sand to be
carried into the inlet by overtopping waves., This movament
would be sharply reduced by ralsing the jetty to elevation 16 for
the outer 300 feet and connecting it to high ground with a 180-foot
spur, The Beach Erosion report indicated that private property.
along the beach could be protected by widening the beach and
extension of the south jetty, The recommended plan for beach
improvement would raise the outer 300 feet of the existing jetty,
construct the 180-foot spur, extend the jetty 80 feet at
elevation 16, and extend it an additional LOO feel at elevation 5,
It is not considered that extension of this jetty 1s needed to
prevent the movement of sand into the inlet unless the bheach
is widened, Therefore the plan includes raising the outer
300 feet of the existing south jetty to elevation 16 and constructing
the 180~foot spur, The design of the south Jetty would be similar
to that of the north jetty.

61. Elevation of part of the south jetty and construction of
the spur from the jetty to shore is expected to reduce losses of
gsand into the inlet during reversals in direction of littoral
drift, and thus cause minor accretion to Seabrook Beach for & short
distance south of the jetty. The north jetty extension is relatively
short (ending approximately at the mean low water line) and its
effect in reducing supply to beach areas south of the inlet is not
expected to be important, as its Impoundment capacity should be
exhausted relatively soon after construction. However, prcvision
should be made for continuation of a supply of beach material to
Seabrook Beach,if found to be necessary, Therefore, local interests
ghould be required to provide the necessary offsetting nourishment
in the event a reduction in supply is observed at Seabrook Beach
after the harbor improvement, causing recession of the shore or
deepening of the nearshore bottom,
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62, Construction of the jetties would not be sufficient to
relocate the channel without further work., It is therefore
considered that dredging will be required to establish a new chamnel,
It is proposed to dredge a channel 8 feet deep and 150 feet wide across
the entrance bar. After this initlal dredging it is expected the
entrance channel will hold this depth with little future maintenance.
Although the bar channel may migrate somewhat away from where it
is dredged, this movement is not expected to become a problem.

63. Several alternative areas were considered as spoil
disposal sites for the materials to be dredged from the channel,
The areas included Hampton and Seabrook Beaches, at sea, or
nearby marsh lands, The U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (See
Appendix A) has reported that spoil placed on the beach, or west
of the developed area just north of the inlet would have no
adverse effect on wildlife, but recommends that no spoil be
placed on mud flats or marshes north, west, or south of the harbor.

6L, The areas approved by the Fish and Wildlife Service are
adequate, and it is considered that placement of materials on one of
the nearby beaches would serve the most useful purpose. Because
the rate of the depletion of beach materials is substantially
greater along Hampton Beach than at Seabrook Beach it is recommended
that spoll materials be placed on Hampton Beach, This would
increase the rate of accretion behind the proposed north jetty,
and speed up the formation of the wave reducing beach.

SHORE LINE CHANGES

65, Construction of the jetties and the initial dredging of
the entrance channel would not have any substantial effect on the
shore lines, beyond the moderate accretion expected immediately
adjacent to the jetties. No substantial change in currents inside
the inlet, or in the volume of sand by-passing the inlet is
anticipated. Therefore the improvement would not affect the
shoreline or bridge pilers inside the inlet,

REQUIRED AIDS TO NAVIGATION
66, The U, S. Coast Guard has been consulted and has advised
that L additional buoys would be required if Hampton Harbor is

improved, The first cost of the additional navigation aids would
be $800, with additional anmual maintenance of $200,
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ESTIMATE OF FIRST COSTS

67. The first cost is glven below for the improvement
recormended in this report, TFederal construction consists of
bullding the two Jetty extensions and dredging the entrance bar
channel, The U, S, Coast Guard will provide necessary
navigation aids, Local interests will provide spoil disposal
areas,

68, The jetty eonstruction will require guarry stone
ranging up to U tons which can be obtained locally and trucked
to the site and placed by dumping and by crane. Soundings from
previous surveys indicate that the material to be dredged is sand
and silt thal has drifted into the chamnel location. Dredging
quantities are in terms of in-place measurement and include an
allowance for 1 foot of overdepth and side slopes of 1 vertical
on 3 horizontal, Cost estimates are based on prices prevailing in
July 1963. Contingencies are about 15 percent,

69, The detailed estimate of cost is as followst

PROJECT COST ESTIMATE

Cost Account Cost Estimate
Number (July 1963)
09 CHANNELS = 8«ft, channel
(Dredging 30,000 c.y. @ $1,50-45,000) $ 52,000
(Contingencies - 7,000)
10 BREAKWATERS - 2 jetties
(Place 32,000 tons stone @ $6,50-208,000)
(Contingencies - 30,000)238,000
30 ENGINEERING & DESIGN 10,000
31 SUPERVISION & ADMINISTRATION 25,000

TOTAL COST (Corps of Engineers Funds and
Non-Federal Contributions) $325,000
Non-Federal Contributions $133,000

TOTAL NON-FEDERAL COSTS

Lands and Damages 0
Relocations 0
Other
Cash Contribution $133,000
Total NoneFederal Costis $133,000
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SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED COSTS
Federal Cost |

Corps of Engineers $192,000

U. S. Coast Guard (Additional Navigation Aids) 1,000
Required Non-Federal Coste : _

Cash Contribution 133,000
Total Federal and Required Non-Federal Costs $326,000

ESTIMATE OF BENEFITS

70, Improvement of the Hampton Harbor entrance channel will
result in additional commercial fishing and increased recreatlonal
boating. The existing lobster fishing fleet is hampered by the
entrance bar shoal. Development of recreational boating has been
restricted by the navigation hazard as well as the lack of depths
in the channel,

71. The U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service has been consulted on
the availability of additional lobster and on the inereased Jandings
that might be expected to follow improvement. They report (see
Appendix A) that the improvement would result in a 5 percent increase
in the annual catch., As the prospect of the return to the existing
commercial fishery is relatively small, it appears questionable that
additional lobster boats would be attracted to Hampton Harbore
However, it is considered reasonable that a five percent increase
in anrmmal catch could accrue to the existing 1lh full time end 27
part time boats as a result of increased fishing time allowed by
elimination of tidal delays. This is an increase of 8,500 pounds
of lobster anmually from the present fishing grounds.

72. The annual increase in lobster catch, at $0.45 per pound,
would be worth $3,800 to the fishermen. As these fishermen would
be extending their productive time in existing vessels, the only
additional costs, would be operating costs such as fuel, labor,
and perhaps extra traps, line, and bait, These added costs, needed
to obtain the 8,500 pounds of lobster by L1 full and part time
vessels, are estimated to be 20 percent of the gross value of the
catch, Therefore, the immediate net annual benefit to the general
public would be $3,000,

73, The Fish and Wildlife Service has also reported that the
real value of lobster, when compared to other commodities 1s

expected to double over the next 50 years. The net annual benefit
at the end of the project life would therefore be $6,000, However,
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this future relstive inorease in real value of lobster is considered
too conjectural to serve as a basis for project justification,

7The Benefits from increased recreational boating have been
evaluated as the gain in annusl return which the owmer of the
craft would enjoy, 1f the channel 1s improved. The annual net
return to the owners has been taken as the amount the owners would
recelve if they chartered to others. This ameunt i1s expressed
as a percentage of the current market value of the boat, The
inerease in value to the owmer is the difference between the
value received by the owner under present conditions and with
the increased use made possgible by the improvement, The benefit
computation 1s shown in the table on page 21,
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BENEFITS FROM INCREASED RECREATIONAL BOATING

_ PERCENT RETURN VAIUE AWAY ON CRUISE
TYPE OF LENGTH MO. OF DEPRECIATED VALUE — % OF IDEAL OF AVG, %0
CRAFT (feet) BOATS JVERAGE  JOTAL IDFAL THES. TUTURE GAIN GAIN DAYS SEASON VALUE
EXISTING FEEET
Outboards  10-20 9k $ 500 $ L7,000 n 100 100 00 o O - -
Cruisers 15-30 39 2,500 97,500 7 85 100 1,0 980 5 5 $ 80
" 31-50 12 5,000 60,000 7 70 100 2,0 1,200 10 10 120
Sailboats 10-20 3 2,000 6,000 10 90 100 1,0 60 0 - @
Charter ) 30-410 7 6,500 45,000 13 85 100 2,0 910 0 - -
Cruisers) 0-50 15 13,000 195,000 13 7% 100 3.2 6,2h0 0 - -
TOTALS 170 $h51,000 $9,390 $200
NET BENEFIT $9,390 - $200 :: SAY $9,200 |
NEW BOATS PURCHASED BECAUSE OF IMPROVEMENT
Cruisers - R 2,000 7 0 100 7.08% 840 5 5 $Lo
" 31~-50 3 7,000 21,000 7 0 100 7.0 1,k70 10 10 150
Charter _
Cruisers 36-40 1 7,000 7,000 13 0O 100 13,0 910 O - -
TOTALS 8 $ 40,000 $3,220 $190

NET BENEFIT $3,220 - $190 :: SAY $3,000

BOATS TRANSFERRED BECAUSE OF IMPROVEMENT

Dutboards  10-20 T $ 500 § 2,500 n 100 100 0$4 o0 O - -
Cruisers 31-50 L 5,000 20,000 7 85 100 1,0 200 10 10 $20
TOTALS 9 $ 22,500 $ 200 $ 20

NET BENEFIT $200 - $20 $t  SAY $200

TRANSTENT FLYET
Crulsers 31-50 100 $ 7,000 $ 70,000 7 85 100 1.0$ 700 O - -

NET BENEFIT $700 - 0 :: SAY $700 TOTAL RECREATIONAL BOATING BENEFITS $13,100



75 8mall craft can operate at Hampton without too much
diffienlty but the entrance channel is not deep enough for the
larger craft to go in and out safely at low tide. Benefits for
the 170 boats in the present fleet are estimated to be 39,200
annmially. Tt is anticipated that the fleet would increase by
10 percent solely as a result of improvement, one half being
transferred from other harbors and cone half newly purchased,

As 8 new boats are expected to be added to the existing flset
within a few years after improvement, the resulting bemefits
of $3,000 can be reasonably considered immediate benefits.
Benefits from the 9 transferred boats would be $200. Transient
boats visiting the harbor alsc would be benefited by the
improvement, During the boating aseason the average number of
visiting craft at any one time is 10, The benefit to these
craft is $700.

76+ It is reported that boats frequently strike the sand
bottom in the entrance channel, with consequent minor damage,
However, no firm information is available with which to estimate
the annual damage, or the rediction resulting from improvement
of the channel,

77« Improvement of the entrance channel would have some
effect on the value of the property around the harbor, and tend
to induce further development of shore facilities. As this would
be a secondary benefit it has not been evaluated, The evaluated
benefits are sumarized below:

General Local Total

Cormercial Fishing 3 3,000 $ 3,000
Recreational Boating 6,550  $6,550 13,100
$ 9,550  $6,550 $16,100

Percent of Total 59% Lg% 100%

78+ The United States Fish and Wildlife Service has repnrted
that significan* benefits would accrue te the sport fishery
through ropair and extension of the axisting State jetties. (See
Appendix A for their report), They estimate that the average
annual fishermen use of the repairsd and extended jetties would
amount to 16,421, fishermen days, if the proposed jetties provide
a safe walking surface, and thers is a guard rail, reascnable access
and a parking area., Based upon an average fisherman-day of L hours
per fishing trip and $1.50 per fisherman-day. the average annual
fishery bonefits would amount to 324,60 during the profect 1ifa.
Present fisherman use of the north jetty is estimated to be $S00.
Therefore, the annual net fishery berufits are estimated to be $24,000
with repair and extension of the Jetties,
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79. The New Hampshire Division of Parks would consider per-
mitting fisherman access to the jetties if reasonable safety fac-
tors are included in the structure design. It is considered that
the cover stone along the top of the jetties, if carefully placed,
could provide for a reasonably safe walking surface, Asphaltic
concrete could be used at points of excessive vertical variation
or in large voids, if found necessary. A 3-foot high railing
consisting of pipe stanchions and a chain runner extending the
full length of the proposed jetties would provide a desirable
safety factor for fishermen, A portion of the existing parking
area in the StatePark could be made available for fisherman use.
Tt is estimated that the necessary modifications could be cbtained
for about $5,000. Total annual charges would be about $200, The
project cost estimate is based on unit prices including sufficient
allowance for these added costs,

80, The improvement described under "Plan of Improvement”,
i.e. excluding the above mentioned jetty modifications for sport
fishing, would result in sufficient benefits to economically
justify the proposed improvement. These benefits would result
from commercial fishing and recreational boating, a total of
$16,100. If the benefits of $2L,000 for the jetty sport fishing
are included, the total benefits would be $L0,100 annually.

APPORTIONMENT OF COSTS AMONG INTERESTS

81, The first costs of construction have been apportiocned
between the Federal government and local interests in proportion
to the general and local benefits, which are 59 and L4l percent,
respectively. The apportionment of costs is as follows:

FEDERAL¢
Corps of Engineers: 59% of $325,000 $192,000
Coast Guard: Additional Navigation Aids 1,000
TOTAL FEDERAL $193,000
NON-FEDFRAL g
Cash Contribution: L1% of $325,000 $133,000

TOTAL NON-FEDERAL  $133,000
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Future maintenance 1s estimated to be equal to $2,200 annually,
Of that amcunt $2,000 is estimated for Corps of Engineers
maintenance of the jetties and channel, and $200 will be needed
for maintenance of the additional navigation alds by the

Coast Guard.

ESTIMATE OF ANNUAL CHARGES

82, Annual charges for the improvement have been estimated
on the basis of BO~year project life with Fedéral and non-Federal
interest rates of 2.875 percent. Maintenance costs have been
based on experience with similar projects, Jetties repairs are
estimated to be required every 10 years at an annual rate of 150
tons of stone, With the jetties, shoaling is not anticipated
in the channel. However, to allow for minor dredging an
allowance of 500 cubic yards per year has been made. The
investment and annual charges for the improvement are shown
below,

Federal Investment

Corps of Engineers (,59) ($325,000) $192,000
Coast Guard l:OOO
TOTAL FEDERAL $193,000

Non~Federal Investment
Cash Contribution (.41) ($325,000) $133,000

Federal Annual Charges
Interest and Amortization (0,03795)($193,000) $ 7,300

Maintenances: Jetties 1,100
Channel 900
Navigation Aids 200
$ 9,500

Non=Federal Annual Charges
Interest and Amortization (0.03795)($133,000) 5,000

TOTAL ANNUAL CHARGES $ 14,500
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COMPARISON OF BENEFITS

83. Comparison of the evaluated benefits of $16,100 and the
annual charges of $1L,500 indicate a benefit-cost ratio of 1.1
based on project effect on navigation. Benefits of $2L,000 from
jetty sport fishing increases the benefit cost ratio to 2.7.

PROPOSED LOCAL COOPERATION

8. The benefits from improvement of Hampton Harbor entrance
are 1 percent local in nature, and therefore it is considered
local interests should make a cash contribution of L1 percent of
the construction cost of the improvements. Because Corps of
Engineers expenditures toward a small navigation project under
Section 107 of the 1960 River and Harbor Act are limited to
$200,000, local interests would be required to assume all costs
in excess of this limit as required to ensure that expenditure
of Federal funds will result in a complete and fully effective
project. '

85, Local interests should be required to maintain 2 public
landings and assure they will be open to all on equal terms. The
2 existing public landings are adequate for this purpose.

Because contimied use of the harbor depends on continued
availability of adequate interior channels and anchorage, which
can be maintained when 111 required for Hampton Beach is obtained,
it is considered that local interests should be required to
maintain at least 22 acres of anchorage and access channels § feet
deep in the harbor west of the Route 14 highway bridge and

provide access to the public landings. These requirements of
local cooperation are to be provided without cost to the United
States except for any Federal share of costs involved in procuring
sand for nourishment of Hampton Beach in accordance with the
authorized project therefor,

86. Also, local interests should provide such beach
nourishment at Seabrook Beach as may be needed to offset a
possible reduction in suprly because of inlet improvement, and
to maintain the existing State jetties at Hampton Inlet without
cost to the United States. In addition, local interests should
provide without cost to the United States, all lands, easements,
and rights-of-way, and suitable spoil disposal areas, for the
construction and maintenance of the project; and should hold and
save the United States free from damages that may result from
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construction and maintenance of the project. local interests

have provided reasonable assurances that all the zbove requirements
of local cooperation will be met (See Appendix B). The Town of
Hampton has appropriated $20,000 toward the cost of this project
and its share of the cost of the groin at the North end of

Hamnton Beach (estimated total cost $18,000) suthorized by the

1962 River and Harbor Act. A bill, enacted July 1963 by the

New Hampshire State Legislature includes an appropriation of
$152,500 for a cash contribution to the harbor project. In
addition an appropriation of $89,000 is included to put with

the Hampton $20,000 for the Non-Federal share of sand replenishment
and groin construction on Hampton Beach. The bill also provides
bonding authority to finance up to $109,000 for the Federal share
of the beach project cost pending Federal appropriation and
reimbursement,

COCRDINATION WITH OTHER AGENCIES

87. All Federal, State and local agenciss having an interest
in Hampton Harbor were notified of the public hearing held in
Hampton 29 November 1955, All interested agenciles have been
congulted throughout the study concerning the effects of the
proposed improvement on their activities. Comments of the U, 8.
Fish and Wildlife Service are contained in Appendix A, Comments
of local interests are contained in Appendix B,

SCHEDULE FOR DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION

88. It is estimated that preparation of contract plans and
specifications will require 5 months., The estimated cost is
$10,000.

89. Construction of the project can be accomplished under
two contracts, cne for jetty construction requiring about 6
months and one for dredging of the entrance channel requiring
one month. Dredging would not be effective until the north
Jetty is substantially completed, so the dredging contract should
be deferred end contract quantities based on soundings made after
the north jeity has been constructed, It is expected that the
inner harbor dredging by the State would be undertaken at the
same time, and *that the scope of this initial harbor dredging
would be in the crder of magnitude of 150,000 cubic yards, or
about 3 months of dredging. Expenditures are as follows:

a. Allocated to date
Detailed FProject Report $1,000
26
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b. Required to Complete
Plans and Specifications $ 9,000
Construction, Engineering
during construction,
Supervision & Administration 315,000
$325,000
# Tneluding local cash contribution of $133,000.

c. Total Projazct Cost

Federal $192,000
Non~Federal 133,000
$325,000

OPFRATION AND MAINTENANCE

90. Maintenance of the improvement will be the responsibility
of the United States. The existing State jetties are in good
condition and there does not appear to be any reason for Federal
assumption of their maintenance. After the improvement is constructed
they will be more protected, and maintenance will be needed only
to prevent shore erosion. Federal maintenance w1ll be needed to
replace stone lost from the north Jetty extension and the raised
part of the south jetty. The loss of stone has been estimated at
3,000 tons over a 20-year period, an average of 150 tons per year.
T+ may also become necessary to redredge the entrance bar because
of storm action. This maintenance dredging has been estimated to
be 5,000 cubic yards every 10 years. The annual cost of project
maintenance has been estimated to be $2,000.

CONCLUSION

91, The continued use and future development of Hampton Harbor
depends on adequate interior anchorage and access channels and
improvement of the entrance channel. Adequate inner harbor facilities
are assured by the continued need for material to replace losses
from Hampton Beach, Future development is anticipated when the
Hampton Municipal Development Authority completes planning for
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dredging and filling in a sizeable marsh area Just nerth of the
present harbor, In view of the present and proapective

navigation use, a Federal project is warranted to Improve the
entrance channel, Thls can be accomplished by extending the existing
north jetity, raising the outer end of the south Jetty, and initial
dredging of a channel across the bar 8 feet deep and 150 feet wide.
Local interests have indicated that this improvement would meet
thelr needs, and that the required local cooperatlcn would be met,
The project is economically justified with a benefit-cost ratio

of 1.1, based on effect of navigation, and 2.7 when benefits to
sport fishing from the jetties are included, and it meets the
criteria for authorization under Section 107 of the River and Harbor
Act of 19600

RECOMMENDATTION

92, The Division Engineer recommends Federal improvement of
lampton Harbor, New Hampshire be authorized by the Chief of Engineers
under the provisicns of Section 107 of the 1960 River and Harbor Act,
to provide for extending the north Jetty 1,000 feet with a 200-foot
spur at the tip, raising the outer 300 feet of the south Jetty and
constructing a 180-foot spur to high ground, and dredging to
provide a channel 8 feet deep and 150 feet wide across the entrance
bar, The Federal project costs are estimated at $192,000, not
including $1,000 for additional navligation aids. Annual maintenance
costs are estimated at $2,000 for the improvement and $200 for the
navigation aids, The recommendation is made subject to the
condition that local interests:

a. Make a caBh contribution of L1 percent of the project
construction cost, and assume full responsibility for all project
costs in excess of the $200,000 Corps of Engineers cost limitation
under Section 107 of the 1960 River and Harbor Act as necessary to
provide a complete project.,

be Provide without cost to the United States all necessary
lands, easements, and rights~of-way, including suitable spoil
disposal areas, needed for construction and maintenance of the
project,

cs Hold and save the United States free from damages
that may result from construction and maintenance of the project,
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d, Maintain without cost to the United States, two
public landings with adequate access channels and berths 6 feet
deep open to all on equal terms,

e, Maintain at least 22-acres of anchorage and access
channels & feet deep in the harbor extending from the Route 14
highway bridge, without cost to the United States except for any
Federal share of costs involved in procuring sand for nourishment
of Hampton Beach in accordance with the authorized project therefor,

f. Provide such beach nourishment at Seabrock Beach as
may be needed to offset a possible reduction in supply because of
inlet improvement,

g. Maintain the existing State jetties at Hampton Inlet
without cost to the United States.
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HAMPTON HARBOR, NEW HAMPSHIRE
APPENDIX A
U. S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE REPCRTS

1. The U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service was requested by
letter of 22 September 1958 to comment on the effect of the
proposed improvement on fish and wildlife. The improvemsnt
described consisted of extending the north jetty, raising the
outer end of the south jetty and dredging the entrance bar chane
nel8 feet deep. The dredged spoil was to be placed on the adja=
cent beach or nearby marsh areas depending on the particular need
at the time of construction. The report on this matter consists
of a lebter dated 10 November 1958 and a letter dated 19 Novanmber
1958, printed in full in this appendix.

2. The opinien of the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service was
requested by letter of 25 May 1960 on the fishing benefits evaluated
for the improvement and the availability of the resource to support
an increase in the fish catch. The report on this matter, dated
8 July 1960 is printed in full in this appandix.

3, The U, Se Fish and Wildlife Service was requasted by letter
of 7 March 1963 to analyze the sport fishery benefits that could accrue
from the proposed jetty extensions. Their repcrt dated 2 April 1963
js printed in full in this appendixe



RIGION B

UNITED STATES NEW ENGLAND STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR NEW YORK
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE Pa vy LVARIA
BUREAU OF SPORT FISHZRIES AND WILDIIFE "::'L:::::"
IN REPLY REFER TC: OFFICE OF REGIONAL DIRECTOR WEST VIRGINIA

BLAKE BUILDING
BOSTON 11, MASSACHUSETTS

November 10, 1958

Division Engineer

New England Division
U.S. Corps of Engineers
h2h Trapelo Road

valtham, Mass.

Dear Sir:

Reference is made to It. Col. Seifert!s letter of
22 September requesting our comments as to the probable effects
of navigation improvement in Hampton Harbor, New Hampshire on
fish and wildlife. The following comments represent a
consolidation of the views of this office and those of the
Bureau of Commercial Fisheries at (loucester, Massachusetts.

Hampton Harbor is not at present very important as a
clam-producing ared«, but if the town or state should take
sufficient interest to undertake rehabilitation measures, it is
entirely possible that the resource could be restored to its
former productivity. Construction and dredging outside the
harbor entrance should have little or no effect upon the clam-
producing areas, which are mainly within the harbor and the
Hampton River. No harmful effects upon the clam resource are
anticipated from dredging work within the harbor unless the
dredged material is dumped on the open mud flats.

The Hampton-Seabrook coastal marshes which lie adjacent
to Hampton Harbor and along the Hampton River total 4,100 acres
and rate highly from the wildlife and waterfowl standpoint. This
block of coastal marsh has received considerable attention in the
deliberations of the Atlantic Flyway Council, an organization of
the 17 states in the Atlantic Flyway which advises the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service on waterfowl management matters. These
deliberations, which are still continuing, concern the place of
this unit in an overall, integrated system of waterfowl habitat
management along the entire Flyway. While we do not anticipate
damage to waterfowl and wetlands values from the dredging work
itself, disposal of the dredged spoil is viewed with concern.
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The Hampton-Seabrook marshes have already suffered from
encroachment by boat clubs, summer cottage units, garbage

dumps and commercial activities. Both we and the New Hampshire
Fish and Game Department feel that the loss of even & relatively
small amount of the remaining marsh habitat would be objectionable.

Therefore, we recommend that both the mud flats inside
the harbor and the marshes not be used for spoil disposal but
rather that dredged material be placed on the beach where it wi
possibly serve a useful purpose. -

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to corment on
this proposal. .

Sincerely yours,

HEN

E. W. Bailey
Acting Regional Director

A=3
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REGION B

UNITED STATES NEW ENGLAND STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR NEW YORK
PENNSYLVANIA
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE NEW JERSEY
BUREAU OF SPORL FLSHERIFS AND WILDLIFE ORLAWARE
IN REIPLY REFER TO: OFFICE OF REGIONAL DIRECTOR WEST VIRGINIA

BLAKE BUILDING
BOSTON 11, MASSACHUSETTS

November 19, 1958

Division Engineer

New England Division
U.S. Corps of Engineers
L2l Trapelo Road

Waltham SL, Massachusetts

Dear Sir:

This is in further reference to the proposed navigation
project for Hampton Harbor, New Hampshire. This letter will
supplement our earlier reply to your office on this subject dated
November 10, 1958.

 Qur Bureau and the New Hampshire Fish and Game Department
have no objections to the deposition of spoil material on Hampton
Beach. However, we would not appreciate indiscriminate distribution
of spoil material on the marshlands adjacent to Hampton Harbor for
we have considerable interest in these marshlands because of their
value as habitat for wildlife and nursery areas for fish.

e recognize your position in this matter, however, and
we have selected a disposal area which we feel will be least damaging
to our interests. If spoil must be deposited on the salt marshes,
we would prefer that you utilize the area immediately east of the
proposed local improvement and along the western section of the
Hampton Beach development. Building expansion has encroached upon
this portion of the marshes, a significant portion of which already
has been lost to fish and wildlife interests.

Ve recormmend that no spoil be placed on those marshes
situated in the northern, western, and southern sections of Hampton
Harbor.

Yie would appreciate being informed of the progress in
planning for this project and would also appreciate being advised
concerning the possibility of utilizing the area immediately east of
the proposed improvement as a spoil-disposal site.

Sincerely yours,
e .
\
AJJ. "

E. V. Bailey
Lcting Regional Director



UNITED STATES

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

JUL 81380

Division Engineer

New England Ddvision

U. S, Corps of Engineers
424 Trapelo Road

Waltham 54, Massachusetts

Dear Sir:

In regard to Colonel Eklund's letter of May 25 on

the fishery benefits in connection with your navigation
survey study on Hampton Harbor, New Hampshire, the
Service submits the following report.

In Colonel Eklund's letter, paragraph "a. Existin

Fleet', considering the additional fishing time which
will be available to the fleet; and paragraph "¢, Trans-
ferred Boats", considering the time saved in travel which
could be used as fishing time, are apparently calculated
on a fairly sound basis. Paragraph "b, New Boats'", how-
ever, indicates a 10 percent increase in catch, resulting
from the use of 3 new boats. Since we have previously
maintained the viewpoint that not over a 5 percent increase
can be expected from increased fishing on present grounds,
we would prefer to make our estimates as followa:

Present fishing grounds

Increased fishing time resulting from elimination of tidal
delays for the existing fleet of 14 full-time and 27 part-
time boats; addition of 3 new boats (2 full-time and 1 part-
time); and transfer of 2 full-time boats from Portsmouth

to Hampton Harbor would result in a 5 percent increase in
annual catch. This would amount to 8,500 pounds of lob-
sters, valued (at $0.40 per pound) at $3,400,
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New, presently unfished grounds

Additional, virtually unfished, areas are available both
immediately outside the present l5-mile range of fishing,
and on Jeffrey's Ledge at a considerable distance from
port, It is not considered economically feasible to
fish these grounds at present, but since the average real
value of lobsters over the next 50 years may be expected
to double, the exploitation of these grounds can be exw
pected, A 10 percent increase in the annual catch is
estimated as a result, This would amount to 17,000
pounds, valued at $6,800,

The average dockside values of increased landings due
torzhs project will be $10,000 annuzally over a 30 yesr
period,.

Theeg estimated poundages and dockside values compare
very closely with those indicated in Colonel Eklund's
letter but present the gross benefits rather than the
net benefits,

As we have indicated previocusly the calculations on
which the net figures were obtained appear to be on
a fairly sound basis.

In summary, it is our opinfion that the project will
result in the amount of fishery benefits claimed and
that the resources are adequate to support the eatlw~
mated {increase in catch.

Sincerely yours,

Regionay jDirector
Bureau of Sport Fisheries
and Wildlife

Russell T, Norris
Acting Regional Director
Burean of Commercial Fisheries

A-6



UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
BUREAU OF SPORT FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE

3 Fleasant Street
Concord, New Hampshire

April 2k, 1963

Divislon Englneer

New Englsnd Division

U. 8. Army Corps of Engineers
424 Trapelo Road

Waltham 54, Mmssachusetts

Dear Sir:

Mr. Iesle's letter of March 7, 1963, asks for our analysis of sport fishery
benefits which may accrue from jetty repair and extension under proposed Hamp-
ton Harbor, New Hampshire, navigation improvements., This letter will assist
you in your planning. It was prepared under authority of the Fish and Wild-
life Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.), in
cooperation with the New Hampshire Fish and Game Department. The information
and conclusions are preliminary and subject to review by higher authority in
the Service.

Our studies indicate that significant benefits would accrue to the sport
fishery through repair and extension of the existing State Jetties. Present
fisherman use of the existing Jetties is limited, due primarily to the present
state of disrepair of the jetties. It is estimated that the average annual
fisherman use of repaired and extended jetties would amount to 16,424 figher-
men days. (A fisherman-day averages 4 hours per fishing trip.) At a con-
servative figure of $1.50 per fisherman day the average annual fishery bene-
fits would amount to $24,600 during the project life. The estimated present
fisherman use of the existing north jetty is 500, primarily during non-swim-
ming seasons of the year. The annual net fishery benefits, therefore, are
estimated to be $24,000 with repair and extension of the Jetties. 7The State
Division of Parks prohibits access to any part of the north jetty because of
potential safety hazards related to the condition of the Jetty. BSport fishery
benefits would be increased by modification of the Jetties to hold the top
elevation to within e 6-inch vertical variation and to chink gaps in the top
surface to provide a safe walking surface. A 3-foot high, double guard rail
mounted the length of the Jetties would provide a desirable safety factor for
fishermen. There is some indication that the Diviesion of Parks would consi-
der permitting fisherman access to the jetty if reasonable safety factors are
included in structure design.
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Division Engineer -2- April 24, 1963

It is estimated that parking facilities would be required for 72 vehicles
during peak-day use. A single parking area would be adequate for fisnerman
use of both jJetties. The State Park abutting the north jetty provides park-
ing on a vehicle-fee basis during the swimming season. There is some indica-
tion that the Division of Parks would consider fisherman parking in a portion
of the State Park area in the "off-season"; a meeting has been suggested to
peralt further discussion of this.

In summary, we estimate that average annual net sport flshery benefits for
the 50-year project life would be $2L4,000 provided that design modifications
include a safe walking surface and guard rall, and that reasonable access and
parking are provided. Further negotiation with the Division of Parks is con-
sidered necessary to resolve the matters of year-'round access to the north
Jjetty and parking area.

Sincerely,

#via A&J”s;m

Carl F. Nelson
Supervisor
Concord Area Office

Branch of River
Basin Studies

ce: BRBS, RO

NHF&G, Attn: H. Siegler
NH State Parks Div., Attn: H. Berry
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HAMPTON HARBOR, NEW HAMPSHIRE
APPENDIX B
COMMENTS OF LOCAL INTERESTS

1. The study of Hampton Harbor was substantially complete
and the general conclusions apparent by June 1958. By letter of
11 July 1958 the New Hampshire Port Authority was requested to
comment on local attitude toward the plan of improvement and the
indicated requirements of local cooperation. The Port Authority
held a public hearing in Hampton 9 October 1958, at which time the
plan was approved and a committee appointed to determine an
acquitable allocation of local costs between the State and the
Towns bordering the harbor., The Town of Hampton passed &-
resolution in favor of the improvement 10 March 1959, This
appendix contains a letter of the New Hampshire Port Authority
dated 30 September 1959 and a letter to the Port Authority from
the Selectmen of Hampton dated 25 September 1959, which indicate
local approval of the project. No definite gtatement could then
be made on the local cash contribution although 1t was expected
that this matter would be resolved in a short time,

2, The improvement was discussed at a local meeting on
15 November 1961, when it was reported that local interests had
taken no action to determine how the local cash contributlon was
to be shared by local interests, Local comments were again
requested by letter 21 November 1961 to the Town of Hampton and
the New Hampshire Port Authority. Their replies of 29 November 1961
and 20 April 1962 are included in this appendix, It was understood
at that time that a bill would bé entered in the 1963 sesslon of the
State Leglslature to appropriate $100,000 for the cash contribution.
This, with funds appropriated by the Town of Hampton, would meet
that particular requirement, (See Paragraph L hereafter for later
developments).

3, By letter of 19 June 1962 the New Hampshire Port Authority
was requested to comment on whether local interests would assume all
¢osts over a $200,000 Federal limit, Their reply dated 28 November
1962, stated that the Town of Hampton had voted to appropriate the
sum of $20,000 as their share of the project. The letter also
indicated that anticipated State leglslation in 1963 would provide
funds from the State of New Hampshire for the remaining share of
local contribution, A copy of the reply is shown on Page B-7.

B-1
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L. A State Act authorizing local cooperation was approved
July 5, 1963 to be effective September 3, 1963, Chapter 216B
of the State Laws provides that ..."The Governcr with the advice
of the council is hereby authorized and empowersd to undertake
in cooperation with the Corps of Enginesrs, United States Army,
a project to improve navigation in the entrance to Hampton
Harbors... "The Governor and council are hereby authorized
to cooperate with and enter into agreements with the federal
government, or any agency thereof, as they may deem advisable
to secure federal funds for the purposes hereof, and further
to render such assurance to the federal government on behalf
of the state as the federal government may require, including
but not limited to, an assurance that the State of
New Hampshire will hold and save the United Statea free from
all claims for damages that may arise before, during or after
prosecution of the work",,, Prior to drafting this act
State and local interests were made aware of all the probable
requirements of local cooperation.

B~2




TOWN OFFICES

HAMPTON, NEW HAMPSHIRE

September 25, 1959

Alvin F. Redden, Secretary

New Hampshire State Port Amtbhority
County Court Houss

Portsmouth, New Hampshire

Dear Mr, Rsdden:

This is with reference to tha lecal requirements comsidered by the New England
Division, Corps of Emgineers for improvements to Nampton Earbor as stated at the
hearing held by the Mew Hampshire State Port Authority at Hamptom Bsach, Octeber
9, 1958,

The proposals and recommendatiens presended received the eadoresemant of the forty
0dd repressntative citizens present and further endorsement was givan by vote of
the Hampton Town Meeting, March 10, 1959, Witbhout question requiremsnts a, b, and
¢ will be met. '

Included in other requirements were the providing and maintaining two public landings
and a local cash contribution of $120,000.

It was stated that these requiremsnts would mot need to be met until after Comgress
authorizes a project amd appropriates funmds for construction but reasonable assurance
that the requirsments will be met was npscessary.

There are two State piers, one with a float on the Hampton side near the highway
sridge and one on the Seabrook side, There is amother landing maintained for publie
use, There is also a boat club with launching ramp.

The Town of Hampton, this year, granted as appropriation of $25,000 for the use of
the Hawpton Marsh Reclamatiom Authority receatly established by the State Legislature,

There is assurance of contimued gramts by the Town to this Authority fer development
purposes,

An $85,000 marina is now under comstruction on the Hampten sids of the Harbor. This
will be complete in every detail.

We believe these and other developments which are bound to fellow are assuramce that
the full requirements will be met when necessary.

We request that you include this presentatiom with your report to the New England
Division Engineer,

Yary truly yours,
BOARD OF SELECTMEM

%

—

Ly of S N g vist
0 Tl e
’ L i q w




COUNTY COURT HOUSE, PORTSML H.N.H.

NEW AAMPSHIRE STATE PORT AUTHORITY

JOHN £ SEYBOLT. craimwan  HUGH G HAMILTON, vict craimman ALYIM F. REDUEN, stcmavany RQEERT R KELLER JOMN F. ROWE EANEST L SHERMAN EUGENE P SOLES

Refer to File No. NEDGW Septeaber 30, 1959

Brigadier General Aldea K. Bidley
Few England Divisien Engineer
Corps of Engineers, U, 8. Aray
42k Trapelo Read

Walthem 5S4, Massachusetts

Dear General Sidley:

The Nev Hmmpshire State Port Authority has directed me to sudmit
the follewing comments on the proposed improveaents to navigation at
Hsmpton Harbor and Bye Harbor. This is in accordance with your letters
of July 11, 1958 and September 22, 1959, :

¥e have plresdy sulmitted to you oopi.oi of the recordj of hearings
held by this iuthority at Hampton, Octeber 9, 1958 and at Rye, November
17, 1958,

The Port Authority has endorsed the proposed improvements as
suitable and economically sound snd believe the indicated requirements
of local cooperation will be met.

As evidence of this we are enclosing:

1. -~ Two copies of a supporting statement on Hampton Harbor submitted
by the Board of Selectmen of Hampton,

2., - Two copies each of Scts passed by the Town of Rye and the State
which provide for the local cooperation on Rys Harbdor.

Ve believe these to be sufficient evidence to ensdble You to submit
& favorable report, Should further information be necessary please
advise,

¥e regret very much the unsvoidable delay.

Yery trleul
%:n Nl Aoy
© Alvin T, Redden, Secretary
Nev Hampshire State Port Aunthority

AFR/ess
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TOWN OFRICES

HAMPTON, NEW HAMPSHIRE

KENNETH D. BOEHNER
Townr MANAGER

November 29, 1961

Colonel Otto J. Rohde

Corps of Engineers

Deputy Division Engineer

U. S. Army Engineer Division, New England
424 Trapelo Road

Waltham %54, Massachusetts

Ref: File #NEDGW
Dear Colonel Rohde:

This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter dated November 21,
1961.

Action is now being taken on how to raise $110,000 for the local
'contqibution towards this project.

Request for assistance is being made to the State. Also, it is
expected that requests for funds will be made at the March, 1962
Town Meeting.

Very truly yours,
BOARD OF SELECTMEN

A
Kenneth D. Boehner, ‘
Town Manager,

B/s
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NEW HAMPSHIRE STATE PORT AUTHORITY

COUNTY COURT HOUSE, PORTSMOUTH, N. H. TELEPHONE 436 - 83500

HUGH 0. HAMILTOM, cnainman  EUGENE P SOLES, vick cnatiian CECIL CHARLES HUMPHREYS, sicattany  ALLAN v EVANS JOHN € SEYBOLT ROBERT E WHALEN CARL W LOUGEE

April 20, 1962

Division Engineer

U. S. Army Engineer Division
New England

kol Trapelc R4.

Waltham 54, Mass.

Dear Sir:

Reference 1s mede to your letter, File No. NEDGW, dated 21 Novem-
ber 1961, concerning a meeting between representatives of your division,
the Town of Hempton, New Hempehire and members of the New Hampshire State
Port Authority, in connection with Beach Erosion Control at Hempton Besach
and Channel and Herbor Improvements in Hampton Harbor.

The reference letter requested comment on the present local stti- _
tude toward a cash contribution for the improvements which were then dis-
cugsed. Reply has been delayed until action could be taken at its annual
town meeting in March of the current year.

It has been reported that the town has voted $20,000 toward the
harbor improvement and construction of one groin as part of the erosion
control project. Another article in the warrant for the annual town
meeting would have appropriated an additional $20,000 for the construc-
tion of & public pier. The latter article was defeated on the basis of
two public piers which are now in use on both sldes of Hampton Herbor.

It is hoped that, although the request for a third public landing
in Hampton Harbor has been defeated, the cesh contribution of $20,000,

Plus funds that will be requested from the State, will at least allow
the Corps of Engineers to embark upon preliminary steps in the project.

Very truly yours,
NEW HAMPSHIRE STATE PORT AUTHORITY

A
JFR:b John F. Rowe



NEW HAMPSHIRE STATE PORT AUTHORITY
211 STATE ST.,, PORTSMOUTH, N.H. ------ TELEPHONE 436 - 8500

CUGENE P SOLES
EMAIRWAN

CAAL M. LOUGEE
VIEE CRAIRNAN

CECIL CHAMLES HUMPHMAEYS 28 November 1962

JICAETARY

JOMN E. SEYBOLT

HUGH G. HAMILTON

ALLAN V. EVANS

RODERT E WHALEN

woooauny s soans  Dlvision Engineer

MAKT New Englend
Corps of Engineers
L2k Trepelo Rosd
Waltham 54, Messachusetts

Dear Sir:

In reply to your letter of 19 June 1962, which requested the
Port Authority to furnish a statement of requirements of
local cooperation for the federal navigation project at Hamp-
ton Harbor, you are advised that the Town of Hampton, on 13
Merch 1962, voted to appropriate the sum of $20,00C as the
contribution of-  the Town of Hampton to this project. These
funds are now available. Included in the vote of the Town
of Hampton was the stipulation that a portion of this sum
should be epplied as the town'’s share toward the building of
the proposed groin at Church Street at Hampton Beach.

It is anticipated that legislation will be introduced in the
next session of the legislature, which convenes in January
1963, and contingent upon its successful passage, it is as-
sumed that such legislation will provide funds fram the State

of New Hampshire for the remaining share of local contribu-
tion. i

When the legislation has been enacted, the remaining required
assurances will be furnished to the Corps of Engineers.,

EPS:b
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NEW HAMPSHIRE STATE PORT AUTHORITY
211 STATE ST.,, PORTSMOQUTH, N. H, ------ TELEPHONE 436 - 8500

February 4, 1964

EUSENE ® BOLER
SHAIRNAN

Brigedier General P. C. Hyzer
Division Engineer :
New England Division

U. 8. Amy Corps of Engineers
424 Trapelo Road

Waltham, Massachusetts

Dear General Hyzer:

Referenee is made to your letter, File No. NEIED-R, dated 9 January 1964,
vhich requested the Port Authority to comment on the suitability of the
proposed Federsal navigation project for Hampton Harbor and to furnish a
ptatement on the ability and willingness of local interests to meet the
requirements‘of local cooperation.

The Port Authority endorses the proposed improvement project as suitable
end considers the plan of improvement would meet the needs and desires of
local interests for the area concerned. The State of New Hampshire under-
-gtands the requirements of local cooperation and can provide assurances
that these requirements would be met when requested. As evidence of this,
the following local action has already been taken:

(1) State legislation in 1963 resulted in Chapter 333 of the Laws of 1963
entitled "An act relative to the improvement of Hampton Harbor entrance and
the restoration of sand lost by erosion on State-owned land at Hampton
Beach™, & copy of which i1s on file in your office. This act authorizes &
bond issue to provide funds in the amount of $350,000 for local participa-
tion of up to 90 percent of the construction cost of the proposed harbor
project and for assuming the full cost of the proposed Hempton Beach sand
renourishment project (including comstruction of a groin), with the under-
standing that the Federal Govermment would reimburse the State for the lat-
ter project in the amount of 50 percent when Federal funds are appropriated
for this purpose, or a larger percentage that may became available due to a
change in Federal laws.

2) The Town of Hampton on 13 March 1962 voted to appropriate the sum of
,000 toward the local share of the beach groin and sand replenishment
progrem,

Inasmuch as your letter indicates & current local cash contribution of
41 percent ($133,000) of the harbor project cost, and the total cost of the
beach nourishment project is estimated to be $218,000, of which the Federal
Govermment will perticipate to the extent of $109,000 and the Town of

B-8



Brig. Gen. P. C. Hyzer -2- February b4, 1964

Hampton $20,000, the authorized $350,000 bond issue appears sufficient to
comply with the requirements for a cash contribution.

It is understood that the cost limitation for the Corps of Engineers on the
Hempton Harbor project is $200,000 and that it would be the responsibility
of local interests to assume all project costs in excess of the statutory
1imit of $200,000, should the actual costs at the time of construction so
warrant.

It is anticipated that the requirement for maintaining 22 acres of anchorage
and access channels 6 feet deep in the harbor can be camplied with when
beach f£ill for the Hampton Beach sand replenishment program is required.
Also, the other requirements of local cooperation are understood and can be
met when reguesgted. ‘

Therefore, the Port Authority approves of the proposed navigation project,
and considers local interests to be financially capaeble and willing to pro-
vide formal assurances that the regquirement gf local cooperation will be met.

Very truly yours,

(ot

EUGENE P. SOLES
EFS:b Chalrman
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